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In the last decade a Quasi-Particle Model (QPM) has supplied the basis for the study of HQ
production in ultra-relativistic AA collisions, allowing for a phenomenological estimate of the HQ
diffusion coefficient Ds(T ). Taking advantage of the new lattice QCD results for the Equation of
State (EoS) with 2+1+1 dynamical flavors, we extend our QPM approach from Nf = 2 + 1 to
Nf = 2+1+1, in which the charm quark is included. Given an effective coupling g(T ) fixed by a fit
to the lQCD energy density ǫ(T ), we evaluate the impact of different temperature parametrizations
of charm quark mass on EoS and susceptibilities χq(T ) of light, χs(T ) of strange and χc(T ) of charm
quarks, the last favouring a charm quark mass increasing toward Tc. We also explore the extension
of the QPM approach to a more realistic approach, that we label QPMp, in which quark and
gluon masses explicitly depend on their momentum converging to the current quark mass at high
momenta, as expected from asymptotic free dynamics. The QPMp is seen to allow for a simultaneous
quantitative description not only of the EoS but also of the quark susceptibilities (χq(T ), χs(T )),
which instead are underestimated in the simple QPM model. Furthermore, evaluating the spatial
diffusion coefficient 2πTDs(T ) in the QPMp, we find it is also significantly closer than QPM to the
recent lQCD data performed including dynamical fermions. Finally, in a 1+1D expanding system,
we evaluate the RAA(pT ) in the QPM and QPMp, finding a significant reduction at low momenta
for QPMp which could lead in a realistic scenario to a better agreement to experimental data.

I. INTRODUCTION

The fundamental theory of strong interaction, Quan-
tum Chromodynamics (QCD), can be solved numerically
on a discretized lattice in the regime of vanishing or small
values of the baryonic chemical potential µB [1, 2]. The
study of strong interaction with finite baryon chemical
potential is a challenging task, due to the fermionic sign
problem. At low baryonic densities, the QCD predicts
that the transition from hadrons to quarks is expected
to be a crossover, while at high baryonic densities it is
expected to become a first order phase transition [3–8].
In general, the study of the phase of matter made of
quark and gluons, called Quark-Gluon Plasma (QGP),
is one the main goals of experiments at the Relativistic
Heavy Ion Collider (RHIC) in Brookhaven National Lab-
oratory and at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) by AL-
ICE, ATLAS and CMS collaborations at CERN. Many
efforts have been done to discuss QCD thermodynamics
by means of perturbation theory at high temperatures,
but the perturbative expansion fails to reproduce the lat-
tice data, such as the interaction measure 〈Θ〉µµ = ǫ−3P .
In order to overcome this problem, some approaches sup-
plement pQCD with Hard-Thermal Loop (HTL) calcula-
tions [9–14].
Another successful way to account for non-perturbative
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dynamics is given by the Quasi-Particle Model (QPM)
[15–20], further extended including the off-shell dynam-
ics, by the Dynamic-QPM (DQPM) [21–24]. In such an
approach, the strong interaction in a non-perturbative
regime is considered through an effective temperature-
dependent mass for the quarks and gluons, while the
coupling g(T ) is obtained fitting lQCD thermodynamics
[25, 26]. On one hand, the advantage of this approach
consists in the understanding the degrees of freedom of
QCD at finite temperature. On the other hand, a micro-
scopic description of the plasma has the advantage to be
suitable for microscopic simulations, based on transport
theory, whose aim is the description of the fireball created
in ultra-relativistic Heavy Ion Collisions [27–31]. Other
approaches, such as T-Matrix model, hint at quasi par-
ticle description with temperature dependent masses for
T > 1.5 Tc, but closer to Tc and for low momenta p ∼ T ,
they find spectral functions that are quite broader, chal-
lenging a description in terms of quasi-particle for gluon
and light quarks. [32, 33]. Instead, as far as the heavy
flavour sector is concerned, in the past years the QPM
has led to a good description of the main observables of
D mesons [34–52]. The QPM has also been extended
to the study of bottom dynamics, predicting RAA(pT )
and v2(pT ) in agreement within current error bars to the
ALICE data on semi-leptonic decay [53]. This leads to
an extrapolation of the spatial diffusion coefficient Ds(T )
of Heavy-Quarks (HQs) in agreement with the available
lQCD calculations [29, 31, 53, 54]. However, one has
to consider that such an agreement is quite quantita-
tively approximate due to the inherent uncertainties in
both lQCD data and the phenomenological extrapolation
based on experimental data, with significant error bars
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especially in the low momentum region. Also a potential
role of an initial Glasma phase [47] or of non-Markovian
dynamical effects [55] allow a comprehensive understand-
ing of both pA and AA observables. Although the QPM
was successfully applied to describe lQCD results on the
EoS with Nf = 2 + 1 [17], the large ”thermal average”
of quark masses obtained in the simple QPM leads to
an underestimation of the quark number susceptibilities
χq of light quarks, casting some doubts on the capability
of this approach to correctly describe the inner dynam-
ical structure of lQCD [17]. In order to simultaneously
describe the EoS of lQCD and the quark number sus-
ceptibilities, we study the possibility to consider massive
quasi-particles with partonic propagators which explic-
itly depend on the three-momentum wrt the medium,
such that they reach the current quark masses of pertur-
bative QCD (pQCD) at high momenta, following the idea
developed in Ref. [56, 57]. Furthermore, we also extend
our approach to the new lattice results for the Equation
of State of QCD with 2 + 1 + 1 dynamical flavours (i.e.
including also the charm quark in the bulk) and we esti-
mate the charm spatial diffusion coefficient Ds(T ).
The paper is organized as follows: in Section II, we re-
mind the main properties of Quasi-Particle Model with
Nf = 2 + 1 as developed in [17] and we introduce the
analogous approach with Nf = 2+ 1+ 1, which includes
the charm quark. In Section IIa, we discuss the main
extension of the QPM proposed in this paper, in which
quark and gluon masses become functions of both tem-
perature T and momentum p, following the model devel-
oped by the PHSD group [56, 57]. The quark number
susceptibilities for light, strange and charm quarks, are
discussed in Section IIb, also in relation to different T
parametrizations for the charm quark mass mc(T ). In
Section III, we discuss the spatial diffusion coefficient
Ds(T ) for the charm quark, making a comparison be-
tween the simple QPM and the extension QPMp and
also evaluating the infinite mass limit to correctly make
a comparison with lQCD calculations. In the last Sec-
tion, we show our study on the evolution of the charm
quark phase-space distribution function in the different
approaches, in terms of nuclear modification factor RAA.

II. THE QUASI PARTICLE MODEL

It is well known that the QPM approach gives the
possibility to quantitatively describe lQCD Equation of
State even in the vicinity of phase transition, where
pQCD calculations fail [17]. In this way, the model pro-
vides the possibility to account for non-perturbative dy-
namics by encoding the interaction in the quasi-particle
masses. In QPM the quark and gluon masses are related
to the temperature and coupling g(T ) by the following

standard pQCD relations [15, 21, 58]:

m2
g =

1

6
g(T )2

[

(

Nc +
1

2
Nf

)

T 2 +
Nc

2π2

∑

q

µ2
q

]

,

m2
u,d =

N2
c − 1

8Nc

g(T )2

[

T 2 +
µ2
u,d

π2

]

(1)

where Nc is the number of colors, Nf is the number of
flavors considered,mu,d are the masses of the light quarks
and µq is the chemical potential of the generic flavor q
considered. In this paper, we will consider Nf = 3 and
Nf = 4 for the extension including the charm quark,
as will be discussed later. Following Ref.[17], we have
considered the following temperature dependence for the
strange quark mass:

m2
s −m2

s0 =
N2

c − 1

8Nc

g(T )2
[

T 2 +
µ2
s

π2

]

(2)

where ms0 = 0.150GeV is the finite current quark mass.
In our approach the coupling g is a temperature-
dependent function which has to be determined through
the fit to lQCD data. The quasi-particle quarks and glu-
ons behave like a free massive gas and the total pres-
sure of the system can then be written as the sum of
independent contributions coming from the different con-
stituents. However, when the temperature-dependent
masses of Eq.s (1) and (2) are included in the pressure, its
derivative with respect to the temperature will produce
an extra term in the energy density which does not have
the ideal gas form. The model is therefore completed
by introducing a temperature-dependent term that ac-
counts for further non-perturbative effects: the pressure
and consequently the energy density will contain an addi-
tional contribution, called bag constantB(T ), introduced
with the purpose of ensuring thermodynamic consistency.
That being said, the total pressure of the system can be
written in the following form:

Pqp(mi, ..., T ) =
∑

i=u,d,s,c,g

di

∫

d3p

(2π)3
p2

3Ei(p)
fi(p)−B(T )

(3)
where fi(p) = [1∓exp(βEi(p))]

−1 are the Bose and Fermi

distribution functions, with Ei(p) =
√

p2 +m2
i , di = 2 ×

2 × Nc for quarks and di = 2× (N2
c − 1) for gluons. The

thermodynamic consistency is satisfied by the following
set of equations:

∂B

∂mi

+ di

∫

d3p

(2π)3
mi

Ei

fi(Ei) = 0. (4)

Finally, imposing thermodynamic consistency and using
the thermodynamic relationship between energy density
and pressure ǫ(T ) = TdP (T )/dT −P (T ), we obtain that
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the energy density can be written as:

ǫqp(T ) =
∑

i

di

∫

d3p

(2π)3
Eifi(Ei) +B(mi(T ))

=
∑

i

ǫikin(mi, T ) +B(mi(T )). (5)

In this approach the coupling constant g(T ) in Eq.(1)
is not known, to find it we match the energy density
obtained within lQCD data with the energy density from
QPM in Eq.(5):

ǫqp(T ) = ǫlQCD(T ). (6)

Notice that the QPM effective coupling extracted will
be larger than the one obtained in pQCD calculations,
especially when the temperature of the system ap-
proaches the critical value Tc = 0.155 GeV . For more
details about QPM in Nf = 2 + 1, see Ref.[17]. In the
following, we show the QPM extension which includes
charm quarks and the main differences obtained wrt the
Nf = 2 + 1 case. The extension to the Nf = 2 + 1 + 1
case is obtained by fitting the available lQCD energy
density data from the Wuppertal-Budapest (WB)
collaboration in Ref.[26], which include the charm
quark in the bulk. In particular, we want to discuss
the role of different temperature dependencies for
the charm mass in the QPM and, furthermore, the
impact of momentum dependence in parton masses on
EoS, quark susceptibilities and heavy quarks transport
coefficients. In this section, we concentrate on temper-
ature dependence and in the next section we discuss
the effect of the momentum dependence. For what
concerns the heavy quark mass, we have considered the
following three cases, all corresponding to a quite good
description of the energy density and pressure (see Fig.2):

Case 1 : A constant mass for the charm quark
mc = 1.5 GeV .

Case 2 : A temperature dependent charm quark mass,
with thermal mass assumed to be given by the same
parametrized form of the strange quark in the QPM ,

i.e. m2
c = m2

c0 +
N2

c
−1

8Nc

g2[T 2 +
µ2

c

π2 ] with mc0 = 1.3 GeV .

Case 3 : The in-medium mass of charm quark is con-
strained by charm number fluctuations. In particular, in
this case the T -dependent charm quark mass has been

extracted from the charm susceptibility, χc
2 = T

V
∂2 lnZ
∂µ2

i

,

following the work presented in Ref.s [51, 59, 60]. The
following expression for the quark fluctuations:

cq2 =
χq
2

2
=

1

2

6

π2

(mq

T

)2
∞
∑

l=1

(−1)l+1K2(lmq/T ) (7)

can be solved in terms of mq/T , with the χq
2 values nu-

merically obtained in lQCD from Ref. [61]. We then
fit the resulting temperature dependence of charm mass,

which we show in Fig. 3 as blue dot-dashed line. No-
tice that this case reproduces by construction the charm
quark susceptibility (see Fig. 10) which we will discuss
the next section.
The resulting g(T ) that we extract from the procedure

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
T[GeV]

1

10

g(
T

)

QPM N
f
=2+1

QPM [Case 1] N
f
=2+1+1

QPM [Case 2] N
f
=2+1+1

QPM [Case 3] N
f
=2+1+1

FIG. 1: Effective coupling g(T ) as a function of the temper-
ature. Different lines correspond to the different cases de-
scribed in the text for the extension to Nf = 2 + 1 + 1: blue
dashed line for Case 1, orange dotted line for Case 2 and green
dot-dashed line for Case 3. The black solid curve corresponds
to the standard QPM result for Nf = 2 + 1.

discussed above is shown in Fig.1. The black solid curve
describes the coupling in the QPM with Nf = 2+1 from
Ref. [17] and the other curves describe the g(T ) obtained
within the QPM with Nf = 2 + 1 + 1 for the different
parametrizations of the charm mass. The temperature
behaviour of the effective coupling g(T ) in the region
T < 2 Tc ≈ 0.3GeV is almost the same for all cases and
similar also to the one with Nf = 2 + 1 flavours, which
does not include the charm quark in the medium. How-
ever, we notice that all the curves for Nf = 2 + 1 + 1
stand lower with respect to the Nf = 2 + 1 case for
T > 2Tc of about 15 %, a discrepancy which mainly
comes from the difference in the energy density of the two
systems as revealed in the lQCD data. The three cases
with Nf = 2+1+1 do not show significant differences in
the temperature dependence of the corresponding g(T )
in all temperature regions shown in figure. Once we have
obtained both the coupling g(T ) and the bag B(T ) (by
fitting the lattice data for the energy density), we can cal-
culate the other thermodynamic quantities like pressure
and trace anomaly I = ǫ − 3p. In Fig. 2, we show the
good agreement between lQCD data with Nf = 2+1+1
[26] for pressure and trace anomaly and our results that
we obtain for all the different cases as explained above.
The corresponding masses of plasma particles as func-
tion of temperature obtained within QPM approach by
Eq.(1) are shown in Fig.3. In the plot, the black lines are
for the light quarks and the red lines for the gluons, while
the blue curves describe the temperature dependence of
charm quark in the three temperature parametrizations
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0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
T [GeV]

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

lQCD [WB] 
QPM [Case 1]
QPM [Case 2]
QPM [Case 3]

P/T
4

(ε-3P)/T
4

N
f
=2+1+1

FIG. 2: Comparison between scaled pressure P/T 4 and inter-
action measure I = (ǫ− 3P )/T 4 obtained in QPM approach
and lQCD with Nf = 2+1+1. Lattice QCD data taken from
Wuppertal-Budapest collaboration [26]. Different curves are
for the different cases considered: blue dashed line for Case
1, orange dotted line for Case 2 and green dot-dashed line for
Case 3.

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6
T[GeV]

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

M
 [

G
eV

]

QPM [Case 1]
QPM [Case 2]
QPM [Case 3]

charm

gluon

quark

N
f
=2+1+1

FIG. 3: Gluon (red lines), light quark (black lines) and charm
quark (blue lines) masses as a function of the temperature.
Different styles are for the three different cases considered:
dashed line for Case 1, dotted line for Case 2 and dot-dashed
line for Case 3.

considered. Since the resulting g(T ) is similar for all
cases, the corresponding light quark and gluon masses
have very similar behavior as function of T. Regarding
the charm quark mass, there is a relevant difference in the
temperature dependence, especially for Case 3 which at
T ≈ Tc assumes quite large values (mc ≈ 1.9 GeV ). The
trend we find is very similar to the one already reported
in Ref. [60], where the susceptibility χc(T ) is fitted in a
quasi-particle picture.

A. Extension of QPM to momentum dependent

quasi-particle masses

In this section we study the possibility to extend the
conventional QPM , with quasi-particle masses that de-
pend only on temperature mg,q(T ), to a more realistic
model in which the quasi-particle masses acquire a mo-
mentum dependence. This extension has the aim to allow
the masses to decrease toward the current ones, mimick-
ing a perturbative behaviour at high momenta and it is
motivated by the fact that the simpleQPM does not take
into account the possibility that when the quasi-particle
momentum is large compared to the temperature of the
system, this should lead to partons with current quark
masses. In fact, in the standardQPM approach, the cou-
pling g(T ) is fixed by a fit to lQCD energy density, im-
plying large thermal masses that account for the non per-
turbative dynamics. However, such an approach misses
completely the evolution of the masses wrt momentum:
that is naturally expected as a consequence of asymptotic
free dynamics and it is known to be present also at zero
temperature for the chiral condensate or in many-body
approaches like T-matrix or Dyson-Schwinger [33, 62–65].
The approach used in this work follows the same model
developed by the PHSD group in the ref. [56] where the
momentum dependence of the quark mass is motivated
by Dyson-Schwinger studies [64, 66]: in particular, the
propagator in the low momentum region behaves like the
propagator of a massive particle and reduces to the bare
perturbative propagator as momentum increases. We
can express this in a simplified way with a momentum-
dependent thermal mass which drops from the effective
value defined by the fit to lQCD energy density to the
chiral mass (or gluon condensate) for light quarks (or glu-
ons) with |p| → ∞. In the text we will refer to QPMp as
the extended version of QPM where we include such mo-
mentum dependent quasi-particle masses. We will show
that within this extended QPMp, it is still possible to re-
produce the lQCD equation of state at finite temperature
T, but it will imply larger quark number susceptibilities
wrt QPM in agreement with the available lQCD data by
WB collaborations [26]. The quasi-particle masses are
expressed as a function of temperature T and squared
momentum p2 by the following relations taken from Ref.
[56]:

Mg(T, p) =
3

2

√

g2(T )

6

[(

Nc +
Nf

2

)

T 2

]

· h(λg, p) +mχg

Mq(T, p) =

√

N2
c − 1

8Nc

g2(T )T 2 · h(λq , p) +mχq (8)

where the new element is the momentum-dependent fac-
tor h(λ, p) in the masses, which guarantees the pQCD
limit to be reached for p → ∞:

h(λq,g, p) =
1

√

1 + λq,g(Tc/T )2 p2
(9)
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with the coefficient λq,g which is given by λg = 5GeV −2

for gluons and λq = 12GeV −2 for quarks. In the
above expressions, mχg ≈ 0.5GeV is the gluon con-
densate and mχq is the light quark chiral mass which
is mχq = 0.003GeV for up and down quarks and
mχq = 0.06GeV for the s quark: these ensure the right
limit for |p| → ∞.

We have studied the possibility to employ a momen-
tum dependence in charm quark mass following the func-
tional form of Ref. [64], but this momentum dependence,
as can be expected, does not provide significant change
in EoS and effective coupling g(T ). In our calculations,
we therefore neglect this additional factor and consider a
momentum independent mass for charm quark.
In the calculation referred as QPMp [Case 1], the charm
quark mass is fixed to mc = 1.5 GeV . However, we will
discuss in the next section the role of a temperature de-
pendence for the charm quark mass in both QPM and
QPMp and its effect on the spatial diffusion coefficient
Ds. In a similar way done for the standard QPM , we ex-

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
T[GeV]

1

10

g(
T

)

QPM N
f
=2+1

QPM [Case 1] N
f
=2+1+1

QPM
p
 [Case 1] N

f
=2+1+1

FIG. 4: Comparison between g(T ) for Nf = 2+1+1 obtained
in standard QPM with mc = 1.5 GeV [Case 1] and QPMp

with mc = 1.5 GeV [Case 1]. The black solid line is the result
for QPM with Nf = 2 + 1 flavours.

tract the coupling g(T ) for the QPMp using the matching
condition in Eq.(6) to reproduce the energy density. The
temperature dependence of the coupling g(T ) in QPMp

is shown in Fig.4 in comparison with the coupling ex-
tracted for the standard QPM for both Nf = 2 + 1 and
Nf = 2 + 1 + 1. Notice that the g(T ) in QPMp is con-
sidered only as a function of the temperature as in the
standard QPM even if, a more complete and microscopic
approach, should take into account the evolution with
momentum of the coupling: this more realistic extension
is postponed to future works. As shown in Fig.4, near Tc

the effective coupling g(T ) in the QPMp is larger than
the one in standard QPM of about a factor 2. Instead,
at high temperatures we find that the QPMp result be-
comes similar to the result from standard QPM with

Nf = 2 + 1 + 1. The behaviour of g(T ) in the low T
region is motivated by the fact that the parton masses in
QPMp decrease as function of momentum so the effective
coupling g(T ) that determines the massm(T, p → 0), has
to become larger to reproduce the same energy density
that is dominated by the smaller mass at finite p. On
the other hand, in the high temperature region the en-
ergy density becomes less sensitive to the momentum de-
pendence of the quasi-particle masses and the coupling
g(T ) from QPMp plays a similar role to the standard
QPM . In general, the effective coupling g(T ) obtained
numerically for the cases considered in the paper, can be
expressed by the following parametrization:

g2(T ) =
48π2

(11Nc − 2Nf) ln
[

α( T
Tc

)2 + λ T
Tc

+ Ts

Tc

]2
(10)

where Nc and Nf are respectively the number of color
and flavors and the parameters α, λ and Ts/Tc, obtained
by fitting the g(T ) for the different cases considered, are
shown in Table I. Notice that the fits of Eq. (10) are
valid up to T ∼ 4Tc.

α λ Ts/Tc

QPM Nf = 2 + 1 0 2.6 -0.57

QPM Nf = 2 + 1 + 1 0 3.3 -1.37

QPMp Nf = 2 + 1 + 1 1.1 -0.12 0.37

TABLE I: Fitted parameters α, λ and Ts/Tc for the different
cases considered in the text.

In Fig.5, we compare the results for QPMp of scaled
pressure and interaction measure with lattice QCD cal-
culations taken from Ref.[26]. We notice that our results
are in a quite good agreement with the lattice data.

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
T [GeV]

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

lQCD [WB]
QPM

p
 [Case 1]

P/T
4

(ε-3P)/T
4

N
f
=2+1+1

FIG. 5: Scaled pressure P/T 4 and interaction measure I =
(ǫ − 3P )/T 4 obtained in QPMp (red dot-dashed lines) and
lQCD data taken from Ref.[26].
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0.01 0.1 1 10 100
p

2
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2
]

0.001

0.01

0.1

1

10
M

g,
q [

G
eV

]

gluon
strange
up/down

0.01 0.1 1 10 100 1000
p

2
 [GeV

2
]

T
C

2 T
C

FIG. 6: Quasi-particle masses as function of squared mo-
mentum p2 in the QPMp for two different temperatures
T = Tc = 0.155GeV (left panel) and T = 2Tc = 0.310GeV
(right panel). Red solid lines are for gluons, orange dashed
for strange quarks and black dashed lines for light quarks.

Once one obtains the coupling g(T ), the corresponding
quasi-particle masses in QPMp can be calculated using
Eq.(8). In Fig.6, we show the quasi-particle masses as
function of p2 for two different values of the temperature
T = Tc (left panel) and T = 2Tc (right panel). As shown,
we recover the correct pQCD limit at very high momenta,
where the masses approach the current quark masses. In

0.2 0.4 0.6
T[GeV]

0

0.4

0.8

1.2

1.6

2

M
g,

q [
G

eV
]

QPM gluon
QPM quark
QPM

p
 gluon

QPM
p
 quark

N
f
=2+1+1

FIG. 7: Quasi-particle masses of gluon and light quarks as a
function of the temperature in both QPM and QPMp. The
masses in QPMp have been obtained considering the mean
value of momentum at each value of temperature (see main
text)

.

Fig.7, the corresponding temperature dependence of the
quasi-particle masses of up and down quarks and glu-
ons in QPMp is shown in comparison with the masses
obtained in QPM approach without momentum depen-
dence. In particular, the QPMp masses are plotted at

the mean thermal value of particle momentum:

〈p〉(T ) =

∫∞

0
|~p|fi(~p, T )d

3p
∫∞

0
fi(~p, T )d3p

(11)

for each value of temperature. We notice that the ra-
tio mg/mq in the extended approach is larger by a fac-
tor 2 wrt the standard QPM in the whole temperature
region. This is due to the fact that at large momen-
tum p the quark mass goes to zero while for the gluon
mass even in p → ∞ limit, we have the gluon condensate
value mχg = 0.5 GeV . One may also notice that light
quark have masses between 300MeV and 380MeV in all
the temperature range considered. This also implies that
QPMp has a microscopic structure where light quarks
have larger density than gluons with respect to QPM
where the quark-gluon difference is smaller. Despite this,
the diffusion coefficient that we will discuss in the next
section has similar or even smaller value wrt QPM .

B. Susceptibilities

The quark number susceptibilities are encoded in the
lQCD equation of state at finite but small chemical po-
tential over temperature ratios (µq/T ≪ 1) but provide
useful information about the nature of the degrees of free-
dom close the critical temperature Tc [61, 67]. The stan-
dard quasi-particle models, which are tuned to reproduce
the lQCD equation of state, tend to underestimate the
susceptibility [17]. We conclude this section by showing
the predictions on quark number susceptibilities obtained
within the three different cases for the charm mass be-
haviour of QPM used and within its extension to the
case with momentum dependent quasi-particle masses
(QPMp). In particular, we show predictions for light,
strange and charm quark number susceptibilities which
are expressed by:

χu,s,c =
T

V

∂2 lnZ

∂µ2
u,s,c

(12)

In Fig.s 8 and 9, we show the strange χs/T
2 and light

χu/T
2 susceptibilities in both the standard and extended

QPM . As shown, the QPM without momentum depen-
dent quasi-particle masses underestimates the lQCD data
quite significantly in the range of temperature explored,
for all the different charm mass parametrizations. The
main source of discrepancy is the large value of the quark
thermal mass in the standard QPM , an aspect which
was already noted in Ref.[17]. In the same plots, we also
show the good agreement between the strange and light
susceptibilities χs and χu in QPMp with respect to the
lQCD data [61], in agreement with the result found in
Ref. [56, 57] for the light quark susceptibility. This result
is due to the momentum dependent quark mass which
leads to a smaller ’thermal average mass’ wrt the stan-
dard QPM , leading to an extra contribution in the sus-
ceptibility which permits the very good agreement with
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FIG. 8: Strange quark number susceptibilities χs as func-
tions of the temperature, for the different charm quark
mass parametrizations, in the standard QPM and for the
extended QPM model with momentum dependent quasi-
particle masses. The lQCD data have been taken from
Ref.[61].
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FIG. 9: Light quark number susceptibilities χu as func-
tions of the temperature, for the different charm quark
mass parametrizations, in the standard QPM and for the
extended QPM model with momentum dependent quasi-
particle masses. The lQCD data have been taken from
Ref.[61].

lQCD also in the vicinity of phase transition. Finally,
in Fig.10 we show the charm quark susceptibility χc/T

2

for both standard and extended QPM . We compare the
results of χc/T

2 for the different cases considered in the
previous Section. The aim is to analyze how different
temperature parametrizations for the charm quark mass
can affect the description of lQCD data for χc/T

2. We re-
call that in these calculations, we have discarded the mo-
mentum dependence of charm quark mass, but we have
checked that its impact on the quantities studied here is
quite marginal. Our results show that the χc/T

2 evalu-
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0

0.05

lQCD [WB] 
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QPM [Case 2] 
QPM [Case 3] 
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p
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p
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p
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N
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FIG. 10: Quark number susceptibilities χc as functions of the
temperature. Different lines correspond to the different cases
considered in the text. The black points are lQCD data taken
from Ref.[61]. (Inset) Zoom-in the small temperature region.

ated for a fixed charm quark mass mc = 1.5GeV (Case
1 ) both for simple QPM (blue dashed line) and QPMp

(red double dot-dashed line) give the same temperature
dependence of the susceptibility and a good agreement
with the lQCD data. However, the last are underesti-
mated by a small percentage only at high temperatures
T >
∼ 4Tc while for T ≈ 0.2− 0.3 GeV , the lQCD data are

somewhat overestimated as shown in the inset of Fig. 10.
Both these results are similar to the Case 3 where the
charmmass was constrained by the charm number fluctu-
ations, which obviously describe the charm quark suscep-
tibility. On the other hand, if we consider a thermal mass
for the charm quark with the same parametrization of T

dependence of light quarks m2
c = m2

c0+
N2

c
−1

8Nc

g2[T 2+
µ2

c

π2 ]

with mc0 = 1.3 GeV (Case 2 ), the thermal average of
charm quark mass is smaller than mc = 1.5GeV , leading
to an overestimation of χc/T

2 by a significant amount in
the range of temperature considered. Even if a constant
mc = 1.5 GeV corresponds on average to a reasonable
good χc(T ) (at least up to T ≈ Tc), the temperature
dependence of charm quark susceptibility in the low T
region seems to imply an increasing mc(T ) from about
1.5 GeV at T ≈ 2Tc up to 1.9 GeV at T = Tc. Further-
more, a mc ≈ 1.3 GeV appears to be too light, leading
to overestimate χc/T

2 and also an mc(T ) increasing with
T is disfavored. Comparing the three different cases, we
note that a dmc

dT
< 0 plays a relevant role and it is neces-

sary to obtain the correct temperature evolution of χc(T )
especially between Tc or 2 Tc.
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III. BOLTZMANN TRANSPORT EQUATION

AND TRANSPORT COEFFICIENTS

In this section we are interested to study both the
HQs transport coefficients and the time evolution of
the HQs phase-space distribution function. The main
approach used to describe the evolution of HQs is the
relativistic transport equation. Therefore, we remind the
basic properties of the relativistic Boltzmann transport
equation, applied to a system of HQs interacting with
a bulk medium composed of light quarks and gluons.
We also briefly describe the derivation of HQ transport
coefficients, i.e. drag and diffusion in momentum space,
which are directly connected to the spatial diffusion
coefficient Ds of HQs. This coefficient is one of the most
important parameters used to obtain information on
HQ thermalization time and it can be also evaluated in
lQCD. Therefore, our intent is to make a comparison
between our results for Ds obtained in the different
QPMs introduced in the previous Section and the lQCD
calculations. Towards the end of this Section, we will
also make a comparison between the Ds in standard
and in momentum dependent QPM , also extending the
evaluation of the Ds in the infinite charm quark mass
limit, following the same idea of Ref.[53]. This aspect is
necessary to appropriately compare our results to lQCD
calculations, which are evaluated in the infinite mass
limit of HQs.

The Boltzmann transport equation can be expressed
by the following integro-differential equation:

pµ∂µfQ(x, p) = C[fq, fg, fQ](x, p) (13)

where C[fq, fg, fQ](x, p) is the relativistic Boltzmann-like
collision integral describing the short range interaction
between heavy quark and particles of the medium, with
phase-space distribution functions fQ(x, p) and fq,g(x, p)
respectively. In the following discussion we will con-
sider only two-body collisions and the collision integral
C[fq, fg, fQ](p) can be then expressed by the following
relation:

C[f ] =
1

2Ep

∫

d3q

2Eq(2π)3

∫

d3q′

2Eq′(2π)3

∫

d3p′

2Ep′(2π)3

·
1

dQ

∑

g,q,q̄

|M(g(q, q̄), Q → g(q, q̄), Q))|2

· (2π)4δ4(p+ q − p′ − q′)[fQ(p
′)f̂(q′)− fQ(p)f̂(q)]

(14)

where p (q) and p′ (q′) are the initial and final momenta
of heavy quark (plasma particle) respectively and |MQ|

2

is the transition amplitude of the process. The collision
integral of Eq.(14) can be also expressed in relation to the
rate of collisions ω(p,k) between HQ and bulk particles:

C[f ] =

∫

d3k[ω(p+ k,k)f(p+ k)− ω(p,k)f(p)]. (15)

where the rate of collision ω(p,k) is given by:

ω(p,k) = dQGP

∫

d3q

(2π)3
f̂(q)vq,p

dσp,q→p−k,q+k

dΩ
. (16)

with k the transferred momentum in the collision and
dQGP the number of degrees of freedom of the particle in
collision with the heavy quark. The collision rate is also
expressed in relation to the relative velocity vq,p between
particles in the collision, whereas the differential cross
section of the scattering process is given by:

dσp,q→p−k,q+k

dΩ
=

1

(2π)6
1

vp,q

1

2Eq

1

2Ep

1

dQdQGP

∑

|MQ|
2

×
1

2Eq+k

1

2Ep−k

(2π)4δ(Ep + Eq − Ep−k − Eq+k)

(17)

In order to simplify the calculation of the non-linear
integro-differential Boltzmann equation, the Landau ap-

proximation is often employed leading to a relativistic
Fokker-Planck equation. Therefore, assuming that dur-
ing collision the transferred momentum k is small, we
can operate an expansion of the integrand:

f(p+ k)ω(p+ k,k) =f(p)ω(p,k) + k ·
∂

∂p
(ωf)

+
1

2
kikj

∂2

∂pi∂pj
(ωf) + ...

(18)

Defining the following quantities:

Ai(p, T ) =

∫

d3kkiω(p,k)

Bi,j(p, T ) =
1

2

∫

d3kkikjω(p,k)

(19)

the collision integral C[f ] in Eq.(14) becomes:

df(p)

dt
=

∂

∂pi

[

Ai(p, T )f(p) +
∂

∂pj
[Bi,j(p, T )f(p)]

]

.

(20)

the above equation is the Fokker-Planck equation. The
quantities defined by the Eq.19 are the drag and diffu-
sion coefficients that govern the propagation of HQs in
the thermal bath at temperature T . If we consider an
isotropic medium, we can express the drag and diffusion
coefficients by the following relations:

Ai(p, T ) = A(p, T )pi.

Bi,j(p, T ) = BL(p, T )P
||
i,j(p) +BT (p, T )P

⊥
i,j(p).

(21)

where P
||
i,j(p) = pipj/p

2 and P⊥
i,j(p) = δi,j − (pipj/p

2)
are the projection operators on the longitudinal and
transverse momentum components so that the diffu-
sion coefficient is expressed by a longitudinal BL and a
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transversal BT component with respect to the HQ mo-
mentum. Using the definition in Eq.(19), we get the fol-
lowing expression for Ai:

Ai(p, T ) =

=
1

2Ep

∫

d3q

2Eq(2π)3

∫

d3q′

2Eq′(2π)3

∫

d3p′

2Ep′(2π)3

×
1

dQ
×
∑

|MQ|
2(2π)4δ4(p+ q − p′ − q′)

× f̂(q)[(p − p′)i] ≡ 〈〈(p− p′)i〉〉 . (22)

Finally, the drag coefficient can be calculated as follows:

A(p, T ) = piAi/p
2 =

= 〈〈1〉〉 − 〈〈p′ · p〉〉 /p2.
(23)

In the static limit p → 0, we have that BT = BL = Dp

and we write A = γ. More details about the standard
approach to evaluate the integral in Eq.(22) can be found
in Ref.[24, 68, 69].
The diffusion in momentum space can be shown to lead
to diffusion in position: one of the most significant pa-
rameters to describe the HQ interaction with the medium
is the spatial diffusion coefficient Ds, which can be ex-
pressed by:

Ds =
T 2

Dp

=
T

MHQγ
(24)

where we have imposed the Einstein relation Dp = TMγ
to reduce from the first to the second equation. In our
calculation we use the second relation which is equiva-
lent to the first one because the static limit (p → 0) is
not significantly affected by the violation of fluctuation-
dissipation theorem, as instead seen in the finite momen-
tum region [69]. In particular, the validity of the Ein-
stein relation is strengthened when we consider the in-
finite mass limit of HQs which we take into account in
order to appropriately compare to the lQCD calculations
for Ds.
Furthermore, the scattering matrices |MQ|

2 are evalu-
ated considering the tree level diagrams of the relevant
processes, with the effective coupling g(T ) which is ex-
tracted from the different QPM cases discussed in previ-
ous section. The details of this procedure, which follows
the same strategy of the Dynamical Quasi-Particle Model
(DQPM), can be found in Ref.s [23, 53, 69, 75]. In Fig.
11, we show the spatial diffusion coefficient Ds as func-
tion of scaled temperature T/Tc. We compare the differ-
ent QPMs discussed in the previous section: the stan-
dardQPM withNf = 2+1 flavours (black solid line), the
standard QPM with Nf = 2+1+1 including charm with
mass mc = 1.5 GeV [Case 1](blue dashed line) and the
QPMp extended approach with momentum dependence
for constant charm massmc = 1.5 GeV [Case 1] (red dot-
dashed line). In addition, we also evaluate the Ds for the
QPMp in the case the in-medium charm quark mass is
constrained by quark number fluctuations and assumes a

1.2 1.6 2 2.4 2.8 3.2

1

10

(2
πT

)D
S

lQCD [Banerjee et al. (2011)]
lQCD [Kaczmarek (2014)]
lQCD [Francis (2015)]
lQCD [Brambilla (2020)]
lQCD [Altenkort(2023)]
QPM N

f
=2+1

QPM [Case 1] N
f
=2+1+1

QPM
p
 [Case 1] N

f
=2+1+1

QPM
p
 [Case 3] N

f
=2+1+1
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p
 [m

bott
=4.7 GeV] N

f
=2+1+1

T/T
c

FIG. 11: Spatial diffusion coefficient Ds as a function of the
scaled temperature T/Tc. Different curves are for different
QPMs discussed in the text: the standard QPM with Nf =
2+1 (black solid line), the standard QPM with Nf = 2+1+1
(blue dashed line) and the extended approach including the
momentum dependent quasi-particle masses QPMp (red dot-
dashed line). The dark green curve stands for the extended
QPM for the Case 3. The points are the available lQCD data,
taken from [70–74].

temperature dependence as of Case 3 (green solid curve)
and for the bottom quark with constant massmbott = 4.7
GeV (dot-dashed orange line). As shown by comparing
the blue dashed line with the black solid line, the Ds

evaluated from the QPM including charm quarks does
not show significant difference wrt the standard QPM
with Nf = 2 + 1 flavours. On the other hand, we see
that for T . Tc the Ds evaluated in the extended model
QPMp exhibits a strong decrease in the low temperature
region T < Tc, while it grows toward the pQCD estimate
faster than the standard approach at higher temperature.
This behaviour can be explained in relation to the effec-
tive coupling of QPMp shown in Fig.4, which is higher
than the standard one at low temperatures and smaller
in the region of high temperatures. Moreover, at higher
temperature the momentum dependence of the quasi par-
ticle masses in QPMp has the effect to recover the pQCD
limit, resulting in an enhancement of the spatial diffusion
coefficient Ds. Our results show that within the QPMp

the Ds gets closer to the new lQCD data points: these
are the more pertinent ones to compare our data to, since
they include dynamical fermions differently from the cal-
culations until 2020, which are instead evaluated for a
quenched medium. Furthermore, the case of QPMp with
mc(T ) shows a greater reduction of Ds at small tem-
perature wrt the constant mass case, due to the effective
larger charm quark mass in the same temperature region.
We also notice that the Ds(T ) for the bottom quark with
constant mass mbott = 4.7 GeV is already very close to
the lQCD data points especially in the low temperature
region.
In order to have a consistent comparison between our re-
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sults and lQCD data, we also remind that the lQCD cal-
culations reported here are evaluated in the infinite mass
limit for HQs, while in QPM this limit is not yet reached
at the charm mass scale, an aspect that was studied and
shown in Ref. [53]. In particular, within kinetic theory
in the M/T → ∞ limit, we expect the drag coefficient to
scale linearly with MHQ, leading to a mass independent
Ds which provides a general measure of the QCD inter-
action. However, in QPM approach the Ds is strongly
mass-dependent around the charm mass scale, reaching
a saturation value only for masses MQ ∼ 10Mcharm>

∼ 15
GeV , giving Ds(Mcharm)/Ds(M → ∞) ≃ 1.9 at T = Tc.
This result suggests that at the charm mass scale the in-
finite mass limit used in lQCD is not yet reached.
In this context, we have studied how the Ds mass de-
pendence changes in the QPMp in comparison to the
standard QPM . In Fig. 12 we plot, in the left panel,
the ratio between Ds(Mcharm) and Ds(M) as function
of M/Mcharm at T = 200 MeV ≈ 1.3 Tc and, in the
right panel, the ratio Ds(Mcharm)/Ds(M

∗) as function
of scaled temperature T/Tc. In this calculation, M∗ is
the mass of a fictitious super-heavy quark, which we set
as the infinite mass limit. In particular, we have chosen a
large value M∗ = 20Mc in order to completely reach the
Ds saturation value. In proximity to the critical value
of temperature Tc, the Ds for charm quark in QPMp is
quite larger than the one for MHQ → ∞, even larger
than the one in QPM , but at T ≈ 2 Tc the difference
reduces to about a 30 % similar to what is obtained in
a leading-order pQCD framework. Furthermore, the dis-
crepancy between the bottom mass scale in QPMp and
the infinite mass limit at T = TC is smaller of about a
factor 1.5 wrt the charm quark as can be seen in Fig.13.
We notice that, when we include a mc(T ) following the
Case 3, the QPMp is closer to the infinite mass limit at
Tc of about 15% wrt the case with constant mass, while
the two sets of data are similar for T > 2Tc. This re-
sult suggests that the temperature dependence of charm
quark of Case 3 seems to be the most reasonable in order
to better describe the lattice QCD Ds(T ), especially in
the small T region.
The most relevant result is shown in Fig.14, where we
compare the temperature dependence of the Ds(T ) in
the standard QPM and in the extended QPMp in the
infinite mass limit for HQs with lQCD data. Our results
show that the QPMp is in a quite better agreement to the
new lQCD data by Ref.[74] wrt the standard QPM . We
also notice that even at finite charm and bottom mass,
QPMp predicts a Ds(T ) quite closer to lQCD wrt QPM .
This is particularly valuable considering thatQPMp is an
approach able to correctly describe the lQCD thermody-
namics (ǫ(T ), P (T ), s(T )) as well as the light quark χq(T )
and the charm quark χc(T ) susceptibilities. Therefore, it
represents in a realistic simulation a significant improved
model to employ for the prediction of experimental ob-
servables RAA(pT ) and vn(pT ).
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FIG. 12: (left) Ratio Ds(Mcharm)/Ds(M) as function of
M/Mcharm for QPM (black solid line), QPMp with Case 1
(red dot-dashed line) and Case 3 (dark green line) charm mass
parametrizations and also within pQCD (dashed purple line)
at T = 200MeV ≈ 1.3Tc. (right) Ratio between Ds(charm)
and Ds(M → ∞) as a function of the scaled temperature
T/Tc for all the previous cases.

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5
T/T

C

1

1.5

D
s(M

bo
tto

m
)/

D
s(M

*)

pQCD
QPM N

f
=2+1 

QPM
p
 N

f
=2+1+1

FIG. 13: Ratio Ds(Mbottom)/Ds(M → ∞) as a function of
the scaled temperature T/Tc for QPM Nf = 2+1 and QPMp

Nf = 2+1+1 for a constant mass of bottom quark Mb = 4.7
GeV

IV. HEAVY QUARKS MOMENTUM

EVOLUTION IN THE QGP

In this section, we discuss the time evolution of HQs
within Boltzmann transport equation for the different
QPM and QPMp cases considered. We are interested
in the evolution of the HQ distribution function fQ(x, p)
in a thermal bulk of light quarks and gluons in equilib-
rium in a box with constant temperature T .
Assuming that the plasma is uniform, i.e. HQs distribu-
tion function is x independent, we can discard the field
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FIG. 14: Spatial diffusion coefficient Ds as a function of the
scaled temperature T/Tc. Black solid line refers to the stan-
dard QPM in the infinite mass limit and red dot-dashed line
to the extended caseQPMp in the same limit ofQPM . Points
refer to lQCD data with the same legend as in Fig.11.

gradients in the Boltzmann equation of Eq.(13) and it
becomes:

∂fQ
∂t

=
1

EQ

C[fq, fg, fQ]. (25)

Numerically, it can be solved by the following time dis-
cretization:

f(t+∆t, p) = f(t, p) +
∆t

EQ

C[f ] +O(∆t2). (26)

The numerical solution of Boltzmann equation is ob-
tained by a code in which we have discretized the time
and the HQ momentum p. Furthermore, we have imple-
mented a Monte-Carlo integration method for the full col-
lision kernel, as discussed in Ref.[69]. Different tests have
been performed in order to check the convergence of the
solution. In order to study the difference in the evolution
obtained for the different QPMs, we show the resulting
phase-space distribution function of charm quarks evolv-
ing in the plasma of quarks and gluons for two different
values of temperature, T = 0.2GeV and T = 0.4GeV .
In the following calculations, the initial charm quark dis-
tribution is assumed to be approximately a delta distri-
bution in momentum space centered at p0 = 5GeV , as
shown by the green lines in the top left panels of both
Fig.s 15 and 16. Different lines represent different QPM
calculations: the standard QPM with Nf = 2+1 (black
solid line), the one with Nf = 2+ 1+ 1 including charm
quarks with mass mc = 1.5 GeV [Case 1] (blue dashed
line) and the extension with momentum dependent quasi-
particle masses QPMp with mc = 1.5 GeV [Case 1] (red
dot-dashed line). As shown by comparing red and blue
lines, the QPMp has a slower dynamics at T = 0.4 GeV
than the standard QPM and faster dynamics at T = 0.2
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FIG. 15: Charm quark momentum distribution as a function
of the charm quark momentum at fixed temperature T =
0.2GeV and four different times t = 1fm/c (left upper panel)
and t = 2fm/c (right upper panel), t = 4fm/c (left lower
panel) and t = 8fm/c (right lower panel). Black solid lines
stand for the QPM with Nf = 2 + 1, blue dashed lines for
the QPM with Nf = 2 + 1 + 1 [Case 1] and red dot-dashed
lines for the case with momentum dependence QPMp [Case
1].
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FIG. 16: Charm quark momentum distribution as a function
of the charm quark momentum at fixed temperature T =
0.4GeV and four different times t = 1fm/c (left upper panel)
and t = 2fm/c (right upper panel), t = 4fm/c (left lower
panel) and t = 8fm/c (right lower panel). Same legend as in
Fig. 15.

GeV . This behaviour is due to the fact that in the high
temperature regime the QPMp is closer to a pQCD like
dynamics with a largerDs than QPM , while it is charac-
terized by a larger cross-section and smaller Ds at lower
temperatures, due to a stronger increase of the coupling
g(T ). At t > 4 fm/c, as expected, in both cases the
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momentum distribution tends towards a thermal distri-
bution as shown by the open square orange points in the
right lower panels of Fig.s15 and 16. For the phenomenol-
ogy of HIC, it is more relevant to see what is the global
difference between QPM and QPMp in an expanding
and cooling system resembling the HIC evolution. We
discuss this aspect in the next subsection.

A. Nuclear modification factor RAA in Boltzmann

and extended QPM

The nuclear modification factor RAA represents one
of the main observables investigated at both RHIC and
LHC energies in the heavy-flavour sector. In general, the
RAA gives a quantitative estimate of the HQ-medium
interaction, being expressed as the effective energy loss
in AA collisions wrt the production in pp collisions. In
this section, we show the impact of the QPMp with mo-
mentum dependent masses on the evolution of spectra in
terms of RAA(p) for charm quarks. In these calculations,
we simulate a 1 + 1D system with a temperature T (t)
that evolves with time as in 1D ideal hydrodynamics, i.e.
described by the following behaviour:

T = T0(t/t0)
− 1

3 ,

where T0 = 0.55GeV and t0 = 0.3 fm/c are the typ-
ical initial temperature and time at LHC, respectively.
Starting from the charm quark production in fixed or-
der + next to-leading log (FONLL) which describes
the D-meson spectra in pp collisions after fragmenta-
tion that we use as initial momentum distribution of
charm quark fc(p, t0), we evaluate the nuclear modifica-
tion factor as RAA = fc(p, tf )/fc(p, t0), where fc(p, tf )
is the phase-space distribution function after Boltzmann
evolution. In Fig.17, we show the nuclear modification
factor RAA as a function of the charm quark momen-
tum p for both Nf = 2 + 1 + 1 standard QPM and
extended QPMp with mc = 1.5 GeV at different time
steps (t = 2, 4, 6, 10 fm/c). Furthermore, we also eval-
uate RAA for the extended approach with mc(T ) as of
Case 3. Our results show that globally over the typical
temperature evolution of uRHICs, the net effect is a re-
duction of RAA(p) at low p in the QPMp wrt the one in
simple QPM . The result is non trivial because as can be
seen in Fig.11, the Ds(T ) of QPMp is larger than QPM
at T > 1.7 Tc but smaller at lower temperature. This ef-
fect is more significant for QPMp with charm mass from
Case 3 wrt the Case 1 withmc = 1.5GeV , in which a fur-
ther reduction of RAA at low p of about 15% is obtained
even if its Ds(T ) is even lower but likely the large mc

makes the global quenching smaller. We stress that this
result, for a realistic simulation, could give better agree-
ment with the most recent available experimental data
in the low p region (p < 2 GeV ) of D meson RAA(pT )
which, in particular, is overestimated by our previous
calculations within the standard QPM even when the
shadowing (discarded here) and the meson and baryon

hadronization are included [76–78].
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FIG. 17: RAA(p) as a function of charm momentum at dif-
ferent time steps t = 2, 4, 6, 10 fm/c. Different lines refer
to: (blue dashed lines) QPM with mc = 1.5 GeV [Case 1],
(red dot-dashed lines) QPMp with mc = 1.5 GeV [Case 1]
and (dark green curve) QPMp with temperature dependent
charm quark mass [Case 3]. All cases are for Nf = 2 + 1 + 1.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have studied the extension of our
Quasi-Particle Model (QPM) to a more realistic ap-
proach which includes momentum dependence in the
quark and gluon masses (QPMp). The aim of this ex-
tension is to incorporate the dynamics driving the quasi-
particle masses for p → ∞ (p >> ΛQCD) to the cur-
rent quark masses, as also seen in Dyson-Schwinger or
T-matrix approaches, an aspect that the simple QPM
with temperature-only dependent masses does not take
into account. In this extended approach, named QPMp,
we correctly reproduce not only the EoS but also both
light and strange quark susceptibilities. This result is
due to the momentum dependent factors in light and
strange particle masses that lead to an additional fac-
tor in the quark number susceptibility wrt to the stan-
dardQPM which instead is known to underestimates the
lQCD data. Furthermore, by upgrading QPM with the
recent lQCD calculations which include the charm quark
(Nf = 2 + 1 + 1), we have also studied the impact of
different charm quark mass parametrizations as function
of temperature on the charm susceptibility χc: our re-
sults shows that a constant charm quark mass mc = 1.5
GeV gives a reasonably good agreement with the avail-
able lQCD data for charm quark susceptibility. Instead
a temperature dependent charm mass given by the same
parametrized form as for the strange quark in QPM , i.e.
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m2
c = m2

c0 +
N2

c
−1

8Nc

g2[T 2 +
µ2

c

π2 ] with mc0 = 1.3 GeV , does
not provide a good description of charm quark lQCD sus-
ceptibility χc, which is significantly overestimated in all
the temperature region considered Tc < T < 4Tc. One of
the main results of this paper concerns the modification
in the extended QPMp model of the spatial diffusion co-
efficient 2πTDs as function of the temperature, also eval-
uated in the infinite mass limit for heavy quark in order
to better compare to lQCD calculations. We have seen
that the QPMp certainly provides a better quantitative
agreement with new lQCD data which include dynam-
ical fermions, wrt the previous QPM modeling. This
result is mainly due to the fact that the enhancement of
the g(T ) in QPMp wrt simple QPM for T < 2Tc leads
to stronger non-perturbative behaviour in the Ds in the
same temperature region. This is a remarkable result,
since the QPMp correctly describes also both the lQCD
EoS, light and strange quark susceptibilities. Further-
more, for what concern the charm mass, we have found
that even if a constant mass value mc = 1.5 GeV gives a
reasonable description of the charm quark susceptibility
in a wide T range, still a fit to lQCD χc(T ) shows that
a decreasing mc(T ) with values of mc(Tc) ≈ 2 GeV at
Tc [Case 3], is the best parametrization within a QPM
approach. Finally, QPMp with such a mc(T ) entails at
the same time a Ds(T ) that is quite close to the one from
recent lQCD data, quite better than the one in the QPM
standard modeling, especially in the non-perturbative re-
gion T < 2Tc.
We have also presented a first calculation regarding

the evolution of the charm quark distribution function
in terms of D mesons RAA(p), for a system whose tem-
perature decreases like hydro 1D. In the extended model
QPMp with the momentum dependent masses, we ob-
serve globally a slower dynamics wrt the simple QPM ,
with a smaller RAA in the low p region. This could be
significant considering that QPM in realistic simulations
tend to overestimate RAA in the low pT region. This
is an important aspect because lQCD explore the Ds in

the vanishing momentum limit and also upcoming exper-
imental data, thanks to the new upgrades of both AL-
ICE and CMS, will allow to access low pT observables
with high precision. During the completion of the present
work, we become aware that a new more recent evalua-
tion of the Ds(T ) at finite charm and bottom mass has
been worked out by combining lQCD to non-relativistic
effective field theory approach [79]. The result shows a
weak mass dependence of Ds(T ): this is an aspect that
should be further explored in the future comparing the
mass dependence in the different phenomenological mod-
eling. Also the quantitative validity of the non relativis-
tic approximation especially for charm quark mass. A
value 2πTDs ≃ 1 − 2 as found in [74] already at the
charm quark mass seems quite small with respect to sev-
eral phenomenological estimates. This is also an aspect
we think should be focused and the momentum depen-
dence of the transport coefficient may play a key role. In
fact, it also should be considered that the estimate of Ds

from phenomenology till now comes mainly from com-
paring to experimental data at intermediate momentum
and then extrapolating within the model at p → 0.

A next step in our approach will be to study the
predictions in a realistic 3+1D simulation that include
hadronization for both bottom and charm hadron to in-
vestigate if the QPMp supplies transport properties lead-
ing to a better agreement to experimental observables.
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